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o IL Brandt, Ronald S., Editor. Applied Strategies for
ciation for Supervision ‘and Curriculum Develop-
ment, 1981.°130 pages. ED 211 582.

A school’'s humanities’ program js probably the most difficult
part of the instructional program.to evaluate. Jn fact, states one of
the contributing authors of this refreshing, and sometimes humor-
ous, publication, "’Evaluating a humanities program”holds chal-
lenges akin to those involved in evaluating a formal religion’’: hu-
manities educators, with their “"unbridled. enthusiasm and lofty
aspirations for their programs,’ are incredulous that ariyone would
even attempt to evaluate their high-minded programs.

* . Butin this era of accountablllty and budget cuts, even hu-
" manities programs must justify their eX|stence This excellent publi-
cation shows hew humanities program evaldations might: be car-

kY

ried .out. Editor Brandt asked eight experts in the field of educa- .

tional evaluation hgw they woukd evaluate a specific humanities

‘progfam—that at Radnor (Pennsylvania) Middle School. Their re; -
sponses—compiled into seven chapters provrde a. wealth of -

- useful ideas and methods, most of which are applicable beyond
humanities programs to all instructional programs.
For example, Deborah G. Bonnett—an experienced practitioner
with wide experience in educational evaluation—outlings’ the
+  ejght-step process she would use to evaluate the program. William
ﬁebster,«a full-time evaluator in the Ddllas (Texas) Independent
School District, “Hescribes the CIPP (Context, Input, Process, Pro-
- duct) modeI he would use. And Blaine Worthen—an award-
winning ploneer of adversary evaluation—explainsin detail his
assessmentyof the humanities program in a chapter titled "’journal
Entries of an Eclectic Evaluator.”” tncluded are two appendixes out-
lining the history of Radnor’s humanities program and a.report
from the district’s humanities curriculum review committee.

California School Boards Association. How to

&‘5;

lum Is a Board Member Responsibility. Sacramento:
CSBA, November 1981. 36 pages. ED 214 232.

New school board members are often enthused about im-
‘proving their district’s instructional program Once they are'seated
at the board table, however they begin to realize how complex and

- numerous curricylum issues are. A series of rationalizations for
- noninvolvement in program evalyation often follows, including the

o' famitiar'""Our problem is.money—not-curriculum.”’

l: lCBut mvolvement in currlculum improvement is in fact a Iegal

-
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school board responsrblllty, as chapter.l of this excellent publl-
cation shows. [This lnvolvement does not mean a take -over’’ of
superintendent responsrbllltles. "The ablest and n10§t helpful ,
school board members,”” the autfQrs point out, ""are those who
become knowledgeable about and keenly intefested in the curri-
culum, but who are willing to Ieave'detalled and technical school
management and all mstructronal\rnanters to the superintendent &

1

" and his or her staff.”

The second chapter discusses how board members can become
comfortable’’ with curriculum invalvement. First-steps Anclude
reading, workshops, and classroom Visits. Practical advice is given -
to make classroom visitation succeéssful, including questions to ask

before visiting schools; suggestions for preplanning a visitation, and
questions to,ask during a school visit.

Chapter 3 outlines the “tools’’ ‘needed to evaluate programs.
Discussed here are the phllosophy, goals and objectives of evalu-,
ation, a sariple board pollcy on curriculum evaluatlon a list of
tools (test scores, observations, féedback, State framework§) for
evaluation; and the criteria used for program evaluatjon. A final

“chapter describes-how four school boards undertook their evalua-
tion respon5|b|||t|es : .

-

‘ 3} California State Department of Educatlon. Elemen- ;
. - tary Program Review Handbook Sacramento: CSDE, ’
3981. 208. pages. ED.212 080.

This handbook is designed to assist members of elementary pro-
gram review teams in their evaldatiop efforts. In practice, the ma-

- jority of program reviews in California are conducted by repre-
sentatives of the State Department of Education and by consortia &
school districts. Thus this handbook is geared for use by evaluators )
at this level. But it can also be used profitably by parents or staff
who participate in internal or self-reviews. -

The handbook is divided into three sections. The first defines a '
program review and descrlbes the review process. Specific guide- .
lines are described for preparrng and conductmg a program . . .
review, including such actions as reading the"school plan, con- :
tacting the school, meeting dther members of the review team, ob-
serving classrooms, reviewing records, conducting interviews with
individual teachers and administrators, and conducting group
interviews v&th the school staff and school-site cqmmittees.

The second, section goes into greater detail on how to conduct a
program review. Three specific areas of evaluation are addressed '
the effect of instruction on students, the effect of support services: »
on instruction, and the effect of the improvement process on both
support and instruction. For each area, specific and plentiful advice
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| " s rendered on the criteria used to judge quality, the process of |tem tests. The test forfns are then randzﬁmly distributed to aII' ;
' + collecting infdrmation, and the preparation of suggestions for pro- students in the fall and sprlng ‘Because sampling was random, . * -
“grany improvement. The final section of this hahdbgok includes in- Haladyna contends, the district gains unbrased data about each in- .
g strucgions for preparing the report of program.review findingsand . structional ObjeCﬁVQ “' : b v
. guidelines for sharrng the findings with the schob| community. - Jtem response theory is essent|a||y similar to the random samp-
" ling plan, éxcept thab itéms Are selected based on their difficulty for
. @ ey, Joseph M. ”Student lntervlew's as an Eyalua- " individual students, and a’more sophisticated statistical-analysis of ; -
- . Co- MI ** Kducational Leadership, 39, 3 (Decem- ~~ 'the results is used. Either approach, Haladyna concludes, "will/-
ber 19 pp. 184-186. E}-256 403. help districts focus more spectftcally on instructional problems and

the|r resolution, thereby maktng the testing program a major con- .

v _' “For a direct, honest assessment of what's happening in. the ~ riutor ¢ éd tructi
g -classrooms of your school,” Farley lsuggest's “"*ask the kids.”" Stu- rioutor to. |mprov instruction.” - PN
’ dents are “an indisputable source of expertise’~on all facets of the - - ~ )
instructional program. Moreoves, they* Fcan be “’brutally honest.” ' . Iwanlg ki, Ed\\rard F. De:/’(e loping Sgcondary
. + Tapping this r|ch source of evalliative data, though, takes somg « School Evaluation Program.*” NASSP Bullet_}l’n, €0, _
: common-sense humah communication skills, which Farley here ’ 401 (September 1976}, pp. 71-76. ],53 057. -~
i explains. ‘ * + “Evaldation, if poorly conceived,” says lwanicki, *‘can be detri-: .
. Students should be’)andomly selected ‘or should be selected to * mental to the effective functioning of the secondary school.” By
represent all major subgroups of the sfudent*population. Inter- using the practical, clearly stated advice offered here by iwanicki, .
., Vviewers should explain to students, clearly and directly, why they though, evaluation can_be what it's supposed to be—an integral  ~
are asking questions or taking notes. “’Successful interviewers,” = part qf the school’s instructional improvement effort, o e
says Farley, ""explain that théy are evaluating-a school or program* An essential prerequisite for the development of an effective .
in the hope of identifying strengths as well as opportunltles and are evaluation program is a clear statément of goals and objectives for *
not- judging individual teachets.” : _the school. lwanicki suggests'that this statement be *“pyramidal’ in )
Elementary- students require action-ofientet! questions such as . structure: at the top should be general school goals; followed by
"What are you domg? Who tod you to do it? What happens if you currrculum objectives relatec’to each school goal, folljowed by spe-
do it wrong?”’ and so forth. Secondary students can provide infor- cific’ mstruCtronaI objectives related to each curriculum objective. \ S
" mation at more abstract levels and can discuss “theirindividual ex- -~ Several resources, which Iwanicki briefly describes, are available - )
. *periences, -opinions, and feelings fegarding school.” to help schools’ |denu.fy their goals and objectives. ®" :
‘The California State, Department: of Education has already - In the: second step of program ‘evaluation, the principal must
developed a student centered evaluative process that uses student , / decide what. fevel of the pyramid an evaluation should focus on
. interviews in combination with other information to assess school ) and what typhs of information need to be collected at each-level.
programs. Student interviewers in ‘California are advised to use Then approgriate evaluation instruments must be selected ac- ~
single ideas when guestionjng students and to use *neutral ques: ~ ° cording to their accuracy in measuring the objectives of the pro-
. tions' that don't lead students to the expected angwer. “’Students gram being eviluated and accqrding to. 'the. convenience with
v ! areskilled in determining expected responses,”” Farley reminds us. | - whichthe. results provided by the instrument carf be used to make
. ”lntervtewers~should not reflect biases or the right answer in their ~ decisions” about the’ program under consideration.” TR,
. questronlng . ‘ " Effective profram evaluation' irivolves more than stating-goals
i : ; and objectives, determining types+of feedback, and selecting
" . .Halddyna, Tom, ""Two Approaches to Criterion- evaluation instruments, lwanicki concludes. It also involves “'the
. 5 Referenced Program Assessment.”” Educational -  integration of these somewhat technical activities into the hamap |
Leadershlp, 39, 6 (March 1982) pp. 467 470. EJ 259 'ofganization of the school.”” lwanicki cIoses with a few suggestions;
. 938 . - foL{aclhtatmg this integration process. . .

. Landon, Glenda L., and skiirer, William. Program ‘
Evaluation Handbook. Madison: Wisconsin School
. Evaluation Consortium, 1981. 62 pages. ED 211 576.

Madny schoot districts rely on standardized tests to provide data =
for program evaluation: But these tests, says Haladyna, "frequently 7
are not directly relevant to local goals and objectives.” A better . :
method of ébtaining high quality diagnostic data is to'use one of -

v,

, .- the two criterion-referenced approaches to program evaluation . Do present scheduling practices in your school or district assist
described here: the “random sampling”’ plan or the “item in the process of meeting instructional objectives? Are the'Tevels of
i " response thedry.”” the materials in your reading program appropriate for the grades -
"= .. __Both approaches require three initial steps. First, a Speclfc set of and courses™in which they are used? What evidence exists to sup-
‘. curncu]um objectives must be defined. If, for example, the pro- port your judgment in these areas?. - v
R gram of interest is a reading program for grades 1-6, "'the objectives These are the kinds of questions this manual poses for members
should describe each and every major behavior students mustac- ~ of program evaluatiori committees to help them rationally think
- quire to. become sattsfactory readers by the district’s standards."” through complex program evaluation issues. Landon and Shirer -
“Second, the district must tdentlfy or create test, items gearedto . have destgned this manual_for the final stage of an organized
each’ objective. Haladyna suggests the items be collected from evaltation process, They assume that the data dnd other evidence
such sources as the Northwest Evaluation Assocuatlon, a consor- needed for instructional ‘program evaluation™have aIready been
tium-of school districts that has developed a test itefa "barik.”” The collected. The central purpose of this manual, then, i |s to facnlltate
- jtems-in-tHis-bank- arekey)ecH&|nstn!euonal-ob}ec4wes¢an¢ha¥e—4he_fmal-dec¢smnmabng.pmcess@ﬁnm M
already been field tested. If a- district is using items from other  In the first section of this manual, the aythors pose questions on
sources, they should go on to step three—the item’ rewew and ~ program intent, including questlons on%arner expectatiéns and
validation process. - ". o the district’s 'mission” statément. For example, they ask whe-
In the random sampling plan thé, district establishes a pooI of ther the sequence of expectatlons providés for appropriate rein- .
.twenty to fifty validated test items for ‘each instructional objective. forcement of skills #nd attitudes, and whether the program-is ad-
if, for example, the district has forty objectives and wants to treate dressing specrflc portions of the district’s philosophy or mission.
ive different test forms, they randomly select five test items from A second sectien includes numerous questions on program de- ~
E lC*ach objectrve s pool and use them to create five different forty- . * livery; in partrcular on such subjects as instructional materials, cur-
PArai e provided vy i | . ~ [y B e o * . S




, Ficulum !eadershrp and adminish'ation instructional strategies, and scores f6r partrcular objectives can' be presented for cl;\ssrooms,
» ' support program; articulation. A'final section covers program out- < schoo!s or the entire district. The latter means of analysis helps
© 7L comes and |nclu(lesth0ug,ht-provok|ng questions on pérformance "isolate th |nst|tut|onahor curriculum factors as&oerati\d with
criteria, grades, test results, and ;xtudent and staff attitudes. Iearner nez\ds e, !
. ) _’ ‘ . v e [ ro. .
‘ ’ llndley; Melmda, and Carter, Kathy. v’An Out- : — — \ : _
- ) crpme -Based-Mode!- for-School Evaluation -arid Pro-— ’-» e - Los: Aﬂge|es Unified - School -District. Prograrﬁ Re- e
‘gram Development.” Paper presented at the 66th ‘lated Evaluation {Manual and. Staff Development

Annual Meeting of the American .Educational Re- .~ Package). Los Angeles: Research and Evaluation
sbarch Assocranon, New York, March 19-23 1982 Branch, LAUSD, July 1980.-86 pages.'ED 210 282.

Y

R '62 pages. ED 218°315. * R Effective program eva‘luatwn requires that the evaluators—whe-‘ :
. The Learner- Based Accourttability System (LBAS) r»a recently ( ther principals, central officg personnel, or other’school-site per-
developed model for school evaluation and program developmént - ‘sonnel-—be well versed, in the, methodologies and instruments )
that is now in use in 174 Texas school districts.;In"this -paper; - ”avallaBIe for program evaluation, This. publicatiofi is specufca\ly .
Lindley and Carter describe, the eleven c:omponents ‘of the LBAS “designed.for use in a training session for these administrators "and )
and explam how they work to transIate program test data into prac- contains all the materials ne§$ssaw for'such a session. It addressés “\
tical classroom applications. ) " three key areas ' of program .evaluation: the actual assessment and
Components one through three are preparatory to the Opera_ - repotrtlng of(ljocal schools’ |rrthLuggonal pir&gre;ms,tthe statefrequllre- - £
tional implementation of the LBAS. Component one is the_all- =~  Ment regan lngong.omgeva atioh a* e functioning of evalua- -,
’ ' importarft drocess of developing desirable learner outcomes, tion committees; -zt oo e
. .7 whichservejas the district’s or program’s g35|5 The authorsdevote . The first section contains a potpourr of evaluatton forms, along;
consrderable attentipn to this topic-and outline a five:step process W(':tg dlrsctlons f(::r their use”gnid rella[t)e matega!s Inclu(;ed are 4 "u
.of developing, analyzing, and customizing program goals. Com; s Progress Form,” chool Progress Summary Form,” a.
. ponents_two and three involve developing objictrvef'referenced . ""Mapagement Review Record of Progam Ourcomes,’ and an ‘- -
tests ang working out the logistics of test administrafion. "Evilluation Committee Time Task Calendar.” .
Compohents fofir through six include the actual adn inistratton s The second section is a detailed speaker’s. scrrpt for an evalua- ;
. of the tests'and their scorlng and reporting with the ardn\t’ pecrally tion training, workshop. In‘the script, th evaluation forms in the ‘r
.+ =% designed computer programs. Lindley and Carter disquss eight grst ::Chon are m(())fre fullly fola'triled Al dlscussfed ;In the scnp(; ‘
“special adtivities invelved. in the .evaluating phase:of the LBAS re the.purposes of evaluation, the impotance. of fofiowup, and
. (compongnts two't rotigh six), such as matching est iterns to local actual egaluatron techniques. . A
_obijectives, Va|ldat|& test items,” and provrdlng orientation for tést- q ;\ th:Ld iecrtrlr(r)n C‘:;“i;”s a set of" transparency masters for use SRR
“administfatars. S s . . during the tra ng s@ssion . . : . Coc A
Components seven through eleven deal with"the-utilization of = Ty
v the evalpatfon data: The p rfirm,an.ce of individua) students canbe IL@ :vaIahoma State Departmer:} of Education. Cur- 1 )
’ display d_and appropriat&emedial‘ action taken, or the overall, - ./ HcUlum  Review Handbo Language "Arts. |
< ' B ’ R P oo Tt mjie8l- 1942 Qklahoma Crty “Curriculum D|V|5|on
R / , Ne s/ OSDE, 1981 33 pages: ED 208 540.
| T v * This.curriculum reView handbook |sﬁe5|gned to provide edu-
| ¢ : ; cators'with a general system ‘for evaluating their language arts pro- -
}‘ HOW TO ORDER COPIES ON‘I‘EMSREVIEWED W grams-from kindergarten through twelfth ‘grade. It. contains’ nu- " | )
DO NOT ORDER FROM THE CLEAﬁTNGHOUSE o merous_questions, “evaluation forms, ‘checklists, and other tools*
The nu/'nbers below correspond with the numbers of entries in the text and useful for chapactenzmg and eva[uatmg such programs :
 give ofdering. infoymation for those items, Adrgresses for 0’?"1“3 it‘e)ms ~* prior to conducting the- actual evaluation of the schodl’s pro-,
;L?m,ﬁ,?ﬁ'fs?:?; reg::::tslr!ils’;cu'cfso;:’s‘:‘t:roan;r:::lgemateha sfrom € RS~ grapn, the eyaluator should review the phrlosophy ‘ahd rationale of
1. EDRS, Specify ED 211 582. MF only, $0.97.. - o . d ;he Iang}:rage arts proz.;ziarrr]l thehscl]ool setxpect(atlons reglardun stmu
LI ifv ED.214 232. MF only, $097. = ' _dent achievemenit, and the school’s existing educational progfam.
- §p$€;'5caf:mf;a'e? California State I;e;aonment of Educatron, P O. Box - Three separate questronnalres pose questlons in these areas to help
' 271, Sacramento, CA 95802, $1.50.: | ' ., evaluators Clarify the goals ofeva!uatlon and coIIect data needed in
. 4. Association. for : ‘Supervision and Curriculum. Development 22§ N " th | . ' .
* Washingtor? St.-Alexandria, VA 22314 3300 & the evaluative process v
5. Same as No. 4. ' e C . The largest part of this handbook is an extensrve ratlng scale of
* 6. NASSP, 1904 Association Dr., Reston, VA 2209i ;400 .~ . various features of the language arts prograf. Items to be rated
7. EDRS. Specify ED 211 576, MF only, $0.97. % -~~~ ' - deal with philosophy, curriculum dévelopment, facilities and ma-.
8. EDRS, Spacify ED 218 315. MF $0.97. PC 85,65 " terials, teacher involvement, and student involvement. Specific -
. ‘3 Eg:g gg::g Eg g(')gg% ::::gg; %3;3 Lo T levels of the program addressed are kindergarten, lower ele-
11. Editor, The Australian Administrator, School of Educatlon, ﬂ(in‘Uni'- . Mentary, upper elementary, middle school, and senior high, -
versity, Victoria 3217, Adstralia.*$0.85, ’ s * For examp|e, thzee items under curriculum development ask
- 12, EDRS. Specify ED 2Q4 377. MF. 5097¢ PC$390. .+ . whether a current language  arts currrculum guide is available, e
- ¢ ERIC Document Reproduction Service (EDRS), PO. Box 190, Arlington, - whether a well- organlzed insérvice program-for improving lan- :
VA 22210in mlcroﬁche (MF-—Up lo%paies per. ﬁthq)or per copy (PC)';  “guage arts instruction exists, and wheth X the" school has a stated .
uction, Ypan rs; -than 'ﬂ'——languagvartssequencevf'skﬂﬁh S
clude shipping C""ﬂﬁ as follows: ', - l, R 'i' scale of four (strongly agree) fo zero (strongly disagree), sum-
15t class: (MF only) 1<3 pages, $0.20; 4-5, ”37 ’ } % _marizes the scores for each area, and identifies areas of Strength
u. Pls9-§13 ;g':: 02’2'-2775 ;émsezso.-:g r‘deif:eed $1.55; each ‘ itronaljs " and areas needing attention, This handbook is one in a series (ED
< MF or, PC -pages_through 525, $0. 39 52645(!)} Mp of PC 208 536—ED 208 542) pubhshed by the Oklahoma State Depart-
” pages. not to excegd 54 24- 5566 i s - ‘ment of Education: Currrculum areas covered in,the othef hand-
o e, booksmclude social studies, health education, business education,
E MC I N readrng, early chddhood education, and physrcal educatron
8 - v .
“ O ; N o K oo o
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Sungaila, Helen. “A New Mvdel for Program
Evaluation: The ‘Appreciative’ One,” The Australian
Adminstrator, 1, 6 (December 1980). 6 pages. ED
213137, " . o

- o ’e

12

i Way, Joyce W. A Manual for Small Program EvaE; S
tion. Cortland, New York: Institite for Experimenta-

¢ tion in Teacher Education, New York State Univer-
sity, February 1981. 46 pages. ED 204377, - -

~IMvost models of Pprogram evaluation attempt to deterngine the

. degree to which programs are meeting predefined-objectives ofF

“criteria, These modéls use asvariety of instrumants and ebservation -
~ technidues to 8ajn objective knowledge about programs. All these .
models, Sungaila states; ‘“are founded in the logical-empirical re-

_ search tradition” that developed in the nineteenth century; they

< ‘are designed to allow the evaluator-"to cpnduct and evaluate the

* educational affairs-for which .he or she is respotsible in a rational
\ )

~_ Small programs,-as defined by this manual, are those that affect
-100%r less students, ave taught by five or less instructors, and have
no or limifed-special funding. For.example, says Way, a‘small pro-',
gram-might include a numBer of classfooms in t}qe same language
arts prdgram, a team of teachers using the sa ethods, or, at its .
simplest level; one teachet teaching a group of students in a par- )
ticular area or in a particular way.

7 . :
- This manual is specifically designed for the ‘evaldation ;of‘sucn

" faghion.” , . " small programs. It assumes that the potential evaluatots want tojm- )
This all sounds quite reasonable, of course, but t Sungaila be-  s!prove their progragns, yet have no.training in évaluatio&techn‘igues 0
lieves that the "’logical-empirical philosophy ?fevaluation is™out- apJ only a small dmount of maney for evaluation expenses.
~dated.” In this agticle, which is steeped in the jargon of the human Thg'ﬁrst “task’” in evaluating’a program is to decide what to |
+  potential movement, she proposes an alternative—an experience- ,  evaluate. Some possible approaches to evaluation, include com-
& based model of program evaluation designed to devElop '‘an exis- paring the program to alternatives, determining cost-effectiveness,
tential understanding of the program, as expgrienc?ed by.the par- _and-dssessing the social anﬁ'political effects of she program. These
ticipants.”’ . - . ' 3 “approaches, says Way, are difficult for a small pFograrp ev_afhat'g@o‘ .
In the first step of this "appreciative’’ modet of evaluation, the implement. A more manageable approach is to deteymine w};ethér &
evaluator makes a videotape of the program in progress, with par- thte program has achieved .its goals. - IR ' .
ticular attention_paid to capturing *‘moments’’ of "life in.the pro-, © This brings us to the second-task of evaluation—defining goals
gram.” Then the evaluator views the tape with the participarits and*  and objectives. Using extensive examples from one smal| program, -
" interviews them at length,about how they felt at these influential’ Way illustrates how a realigtic set of goals and objectives can be
moiments. Questions might include: “Did you feel there was any- » established. Next, an-evaluation technique mugt be determined for -
thing getting in the way of the dévelopment of the program?”’ and each objective. Way suggests' that comme®cial instruments and )
At that ‘monient’ what was your understanding of where the pro- standardized ’t‘es‘ts- be used wherever appropriate. If satisfactory .
gram was going?” ' . instruments are not available, evaJuators'shdupId embark ©on task
N Using this médel, Sungaila concludes, “the evaluator does not four—developing needed instruments.*To help in this task, Way - °
. "7~ ’code' the program reality in terms of any predetermined classifi- gives extensive instructions on developing tests of variolis sorts. :
- " catopf scheme. Rather, he allows the program” participants to After reviewing the overall evaluation design (task five), the
R - "decodes. for higa what the l.,iy]ng reality of the program was for - evaluatoi should use the chosen instruments. to collect the data
' ; them.”. Admifistrators who still cling to the "‘outdated”” rational- (task six). Again, Way gives pienty of practical advice and illus- _ &
| empirical tradition may find Sungaila’s ideas hard t6 swallow, but trations to help inexperienced program evaluators. The final three _
| there is at least some food for thought in her radical human poten- tasks Way discusses are summarizing the resuits, writing the
5[ tial approach., : ) ' ' evaluation report, and, finally, making decisions about the pro-
R A - \ gram baséd on the evaluation results. '
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